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Purpose: Interteaching, an emerging, empirically supported behavioral teaching method,
has been recently and successfully introduced in the college classroom. Historically, most
interteaching studies have been conducted in didactic classroom settings. To date, no published
interteaching studies have used an online course format. Furthermore, no component analysis
of the pair discussion component of interteaching has been published. Therefore, this study
was intended to examine the pair discussion component of interteaching in an online graduate
rehabilitation course.
Method: Two conditions were randomly assigned across participants and sessions. The first
condition included all key components of interteaching in which student dyads were placed in
breakout rooms to discuss the assigned preparation guide. The second condition involved all
components of interteaching, with the exception of pair discussion. In this condition, students
were placed in breakout rooms to complete the preparation guide on their own. Average student
quiz scores were compared across conditions.
Results: The pair discussion condition resulted in higher student quiz scores, p , .01. In addition,
social validity findings indicated the majority of students reported preference for interteaching
with the inclusion of the pair discussion component than without.
Conclusions: Finally, limitations of this study and future directions for interteaching technology
in online education is discussed.

R

ecently, there has been an explosive growth
of distance education programs and course
offerings in higher education, including
rehabilitation education. According to a recent
Sloan Consortium annual report (Allen & Seaman,
2013), over 6.7 million students were enrolled
in at least one online course, and 32% of current
higher education students had completed at least
one course online (He, Xu, & Kruck, 2014). Online
education has grown in popularity because, in part,
of the benefit of time and distance for both students
and educators. For example, distance education

372

may benefit students who live in remote locations,
experience disability, or who feel uncomfortable
in traditional face-to-face classroom environments
(Dziekan & Main, 2012; Kiener & Koch, 2012).
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In addition, online education has been shown to provide colleges, universities, and individual academic
programs with a low-cost, flexible option to expand
their markets regionally, nationally, and internationally (Casey, 2008; Desai, Hart, & Richards, 2009).
However, as academic institutions expand their
offerings of online courses in an effort to attract
increased, diverse students, educators “are faced with
new pedagogical issues surrounding students interactions, course content design and delivery, multiple
levels of communication, and different assessment
and evaluation techniques (to name a few)” (Moller,
Foshay, & Huett, 2008, p. 67). To address these challenges in rehabilitation education, a recent special
issue of Rehabilitation Research, Policy, and Education was devoted to discussing how rehabilitation
educators and programs were meeting the needs of
students, consumers, and employment with the use
of distance rehabilitation education (Kiener & Koch,
2012). This special issue highlighted a number of
innovative and emerging distance education models
and methods, including blended learning (Golden
& Karpur, 2012), hybrid learning models (Main &
Dzieken, 2012), and an inter-university model for
online teaching (Perkins-Nerlich, Soldner, & Millington, 2012). Although these examples in rehabilitation education are promising, they involved
new and emerging models of distance teaching and
learning (Golden & Karpur, 2012; Main & Dzieken,
2012) with unknown application and impact on relevant student outcomes (Boling, Hough, Krinsky,
Saleem, & Stevens, 2012; Smith Jaggars & Xu, 2016).
To address these challenges, a growing body of
research has provided support for various evidencebased and empirically supported teaching methods
and pedagogical approaches available to educators
(Crimando, Killian, & Blankenship, 2001; Dunn,
Saville, Baker, & Marek, 2013), including behavioral teaching methods (Brown, Killingsworth, &
Alavosius, 2014; Michael, 1991; Saville, Lambert,
& Robertson, 2011). Behavioral teaching methods
capitalize on well-established principles of learning
and are most recognized for promoting flexibility in the educational environment and catering to
individual learning repertoires (Querol, Rosales, &
Soldner, 2015). As a result, it is appropriate that the
increased attention to pedagogical applications in

distance modalities be expanded to include behaviorally based learning protocols.
Interteaching, an emerging behavioral teaching method, has been introduced in the college
classroom (Arntzen & Hoium, 2010; Mason, 2012;
Rehfeldt, Walker, Garcia, Lovett, & Filipiak, 2010;
Saville, Lambert & Robertson, 2011). Interteaching
is defined as “an arrangement for college classroom
instruction that departs from the standard lecture
format and offers an answer to criticisms commonly
directed at behavioral teaching techniques” (Boyce &
Hineline, 2002, p. 215). These criticisms for the lack
of the use of behavioral teaching methods in the college classroom were outlined by Saville et al. (2011):

• First, behavioral teaching methods often focus

•

•

•

on mastery and typically produce high overall
grades, an individual and classwide outcome that
some educators or administrators may perceive as
grade inflation.
Second, considering the preparation time often
needed when initially developing behavioral
teaching methods, combined with instructor time
constraints and competing work responsibilities
(e.g., scholarship expectations, service activities)
and habit (may have lectured for years) could
potentially favor the decision to choose traditional
lecture-based methods of instruction.
Third, some students may resist alternative/
behavioral teaching methods because they may be
most familiar with and often come to prefer lectures
regardless of whether the lecture format improves
their learning. Also, considering that student course
evaluations continue to be used as the primary
source of information for teaching effectiveness and,
subsequently, used in part for promotion and tenure
decisions, instructors may prefer to use teaching
methods that result in the most favorable student
course evaluations, irrespective of whether these
teaching methods actually improve student learning.
Fourth, most behavioral teaching methods have
the emphasis shift from instructors to students
who are primarily responsible for their own learning. Subsequently, some instructors may be reluctant to give up control in the classroom, especially
those who enjoy their role as “sage on the stage”
instead of facilitators of learning.
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• Finally, a misunderstanding of foundational

behavioral principles—such as reinforcement
(a consequence), as being functionally equivalent
to bribery (an antecedent)—could potentially
have contributed to the lower incidence of behavioral teaching methods in college classrooms
(Saville et al., 2011).

Interteaching, a more user-friendly and conducive behavioral teaching method to the classroom, places an emphasis on active student-driven
learning, peer teaching, class readiness, instructor
facilitation, frequent tests for mastery, use of positive
reinforcement strategies, and immediacy of feedback as key aspects of the learning process (Querol
et al., 2015). Interteaching consists of a number of
key components that work in combination to promote instructor effectiveness and maximize student
learning and satisfaction.
First, a preparation guide or “prep guide” commonly consists of 10–12 questions that cover roughly
10–15 pages of reading material. Prep guides are
intended to help create a clear link between study
and test materials. Moreover, they are also intended
to set the occasion for desired studying behavior and
may help reduce procrastination (Michael, 1991).
The typical prep guide questions employ a shapingtype format in that the questions proceed from
definitional-type questions to application and synthesis questions (Saville et al., 2011). The prep guide
is typically provided to students either via hard copy
(e.g., Word document) or electronic Word document
via a course website (e.g., Canvas, Blackboard). The
distribution of prep guides can occur prior to the
start of the next class session or prior to the start of
the course. See Appendix A for a sample preparation
guide used in this study.
A second component of interteaching, the
pair discussion, considered the “core component” of
interteaching, takes place during class time (either
online or in person, depending on the course format)
and following the completion of each prep guide
prior to class. The inclusion of dyadic discussion has
been shown to create an implicit cooperative learning environment in which students work together
to learn the course material, a teaching method
that has been shown to positively impact learning

relative to noncooperative contingencies (Boyce &
Hineline, 2002). During pair discussion, students
typically form dyads in which they share answers
and review assigned prep guide questions, as the
instructor traverses the classroom to facilitate discussion and ensure students stay on topic. The formation of groups is significant in that students are
strongly encouraged to work with a different partner
during each session in an effort to diversify their
learning opportunities.
A third component of interteaching, record
sheets, are completed following the pair discussion
and intended to rate the overall quality of the discussion and to provide feedback to the instructor. Students are instructed to use the record sheet to request
assistance with difficult class topics that need further
clarification and class discussion. See Appendix B
for a sample record sheet used in this study.
Upon retrieval of all record sheets, the instructor reviews the feedback and compiles the fourth
component of interteaching, the clarifying lecture.
The clarifying lecture is intended to follow pair discussion (e.g., next class), thereby possibly serving
a reinforcing function (Boyce & Hineline, 2002).
Moreover, because students request information
found in the clarifying lectures and because these
lectures tend to be brief and focused on very specific
course material, the clarifying lecture is likely to
maintain the active interest of students, a feat that
is often challenging to accomplish with traditional
lecture (Saville, Zinn, Neef, Van Norman, & Ferreri,
2006). According to Boyce and Hineline (2002), the
clarifying lecture should take approximately one
third of each class period. The clarifying lecture covers only the most important and challenging topics
based on information provided to the instructor via
the record sheets.
Another component of interteaching consists
of frequent probes (i.e., exams or quizzes) based on
material drawn directly from the prep guides, and
assigned readings and are used to assess student
learning. According to Saville et al. (2011), frequent
probing may be effective for the following reasons:
(a) students have multiple and ongoing opportunities to demonstrate what they have learned, (b) final
course grades are not significantly impacted by poor
performance on a specific probe, and (c) frequent
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testing may capitalize on the testing effect and
positively impact long-term retention of information (Carpenter, 2012; Felderman, 2014; Saville
et al., 2014).
The final component of interteaching is quality
points. The inclusion of quality points provides students with additional reinforcement contingencies.
In particular, quality points are intended to create
an explicit cooperative contingency in which student’s course grades are partially dependent on the
behavior of other students, a condition that tends to
improve performance (Saville et al., 2006). Quality
points are awarded to students only if both students
in each dyad perform to a certain predetermined
criterion (e.g., 80%–90%) on a selected test probe.
According to Boyce and Hineline (2002), quality
points should consist of approximately 8%–10% of
student’s final course grade. Rosales, Soldner, and
Crimando (2014) demonstrated that the immediacy
of delivery of quality points as performance feedback
may have a positive impact on overall student performance. Instructors can provide students with immediate feedback on their in-class quiz performance
by creating and delivering answer keys immediately
upon submission of each quiz. Instructors of online
courses may also opt to deliver immediate feedback
by providing answer keys once the student submits
the quiz online. For a more detailed description of
the key components of interteaching, see Saville et al.
(2011) and Querol et al. (2015).
A growing body of empirical support for the
effectiveness of interteaching has been demonstrated
in previous studies (Arntzen & Hoium, 2011; Saville
et al., 2006). The majority of these interteaching
studies have compared the efficacy of interteaching
to the traditional classroom lecture (Saville, Zinn, &
Elliott, 2005; Saville et al., 2006; Soldner, Rosales,
& Crimando, 2015). A small number of published
studies have included component analyses to identify the relative impact of each component of interteaching. These published component analyses have
focused on the following elements of interteaching:
quality points (Rosales et al., 2014; Saville & Zinn,
2009), clarifying lecture (Saville et al., 2011), discussion group size (Scoboria & Pascual-Leone, 2009;
Truelove, Saville, & Van Patten, 2013), and test
probes (Felderman, 2014).

To date, only one published interteaching
study has been conducted in rehabilitation education
(Soldner et al., 2015). In addition, to date, no published research has included a component analysis
of the pair discussion component of interteaching or
has been conducted using an online course format.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to further
evaluate the impact of the pair discussion component of interteaching on class average and individual
student quiz performance in a distance rehabilitation
education format.

METHOD
Participants, Setting, and Materials
Graduate students (N 5 25: 18 female, 7 male)
enrolled in one online section of a Rehabilitation
Services and Resources course served as participants. Students were all enrolled in a Master’s in
Rehabilitation Counseling educational program at
the time of the study. At the end of the semester,
students were asked for permission for the instructor to include the data generated over the course of
the semester. All 25 students enrolled in the course
consented to the use of their information for research
purposes. Students were provided with an additional
letter of information form, which included the institutional review board (IRB) approval statement and
investigator statement signed by the experimenters.
The letter of information was provided to students at
the end of the course so as to not influence student’s
performance and overall experiences with the interteaching methodology during the semester.
The course used a synchronous modality, and
the students met online once per week for 150 minutes. All students were located off campus, both
nationally and internationally. The course incorporated Adobe Connect for all video conferencing and
synchronous online class sessions. Adobe Connect,
an innovative web conferencing platform commonly
used in distance education formats, contains many
interactive features, including the use of audio and
video software and the use of status indicators (i.e.,
raise hand, laughter, applause), thus providing participants the opportunity to receive feedback in real
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time and experience a more active and engaged online
learning environment. A particularly relevant feature
of Adobe Connect used for interteaching purposes was
the availability of online “breakout rooms” needed
for individual study or pair discussion purposes during class time. With the use of this particular feature,
one student or two or more specific students were
placed by the instructor in a breakout room to review
or discuss class-related topics.
Another important online technology used as
part of the course was Canvas, the primary learning management system, similar to other popular learning management systems (i.e., Blackboard
and Moodle), to distribute all class-related materials
throughout the semester. Unique features of Canvas
include a personalized profile, audio/video messaging and notifications, real time feedback, and multimedia integrations (i.e., Google and YouTube) to name
a few. A particularly important feature of Canvas for
the course and interteaching methodology was the
opportunity to fully integrate Adobe Connect into
Canvas, thereby allowing students to access and use
Adobe Connect directly from their Canvas account.
The instructor and all students were able to receive
ongoing technical assistance from their educational
institution, as needed, regarding all aspects of both
Adobe Connect and Canvas. The textbook adopted
for the course was Case Management and Rehabilitation Counseling (Roessler & Rubin, 2006). Preparation guides were created by the course instructor (the
first author [JS]) and made available to students via
Canvas at least 1 week before they were expected to
discuss the material with a classmate during class
time. The prep guide reviewed 10–15 pages of material and included 15–20 short answer or essay type
questions drawn directly from the assigned reading.
Quizzes were made available during the latter portion of class time and immediately following pair discussion via the Canvas quiz function.
Students were given 45 minutes to complete each
quiz. All questions were based on information drawn
directly from the assigned course textbook and from
each assigned prep guide. Quiz questions included
multiple-choice, fill in the blank, and short answer.
Quizzes were worth 360 points (70% of total course
grade). See Appendix C for a sample quiz used in
this study.

Experimental Design and
Dependent Measure
An alternating treatments design (Richards, Taylor,
& Ramasamy, 2014) was used whereby the availability of pair discussion was in effect via quasi-random
assignment throughout the semester. The inclusion
of the pair discussion component of interteaching
was decided at the beginning of the semester in a
quasi-random fashion (i.e., coin flip) with the constraint that each condition could occur for no more
than three consecutive class sessions. There were
seven pair discussion and six no pair discussion
conditions over the course of the semester. Students
were notified of the condition in place immediately
prior to each interteaching session. The primary
dependent measure was average performance on
30-point quizzes administered immediately following each condition. Thirteen quizzes were administered throughout the semester.

Procedure
The general procedure for the two different conditions (pair discussion and no pair discussion) is outlined in the following:

Interteaching With Pair Discussion
For class sessions in which pair discussion occurred,
all prep guides were made available to students as
Word documents one week before class for download using Canvas. During class time, students were
assigned by the instructor (first author [JS]) to work
with one classmate in an online “breakout” room via
Adobe Connect for pair discussion. The instructor kept
a running list of assigned student dyads for each class
in an effort to assign individual students to participate
in pair discussion with a different classmate each
week. Individual student access to Adobe Connect was
made available via a direct link from each student’s
Canvas account. During discussion time, the instructor periodically entered individual online breakout
rooms to answer questions and help facilitate pair discussion and to ensure students stayed on topic. Pair
discussion sessions lasted between 30 and 35 minutes.
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Students received participation points for engaging in
pair discussion and individually submitting a record
sheet electronically at the end of each discussion.
Finally, students were individually administered a
quiz at the end of class. One quality point (extra credit
only) was made available to students and dyads when
both participants achieved a score of 90% or higher on
their respective quizzes for that class.

Interteaching Without Pair Discussion
For class sessions without pair discussion, all prep
guides were made available to students as Word
documents before class for download using Canvas.
During class time, students were assigned to study
the prep guide individually in an online breakout room. During this time, the instructor periodically entered individual online breakout rooms
to answer questions and ensure individual students
were actively studying the assigned class topics.
Individual study of the prep guide lasted between
30 and 35 minutes. Students received participation
points for studying on their own and individually
submitting a record sheet electronically at the end of
each study session. Finally, students were individually administered a quiz at the end of class. No quality points were available to students for interteaching
sessions without pair discussion.

Social Validity
At the conclusion of the course, all students were
asked to individually and voluntarily complete an
anonymous questionnaire containing two multiplechoice questions. The first question asked students
to indicate their preference for interteaching sessions
(a) with pair discussion, (b) without pair discussion,
or (c) no preference. The second question asked students to indicate if they felt they learned more during
interteaching sessions, with the same three response
options.

RESULTS
Results of average quiz performance for the 25 students in the course are depicted in Figure 1. These
results indicate that average quiz performance was
slightly higher following interteaching sessions with
pair discussion (M 5 27.99, SD 5 0.93) than without pair discussion (M 5 27.19, SD 5 0.81).
We also analyzed individual student performance for each quiz (Figure 2). These data indicate
that 22 out of 25 students performed better when a
pair discussion was incorporated into the class (M 5
26.12, SD 5 1.31 with pair discussion; M 5 25.16,
SD 5 1.27 without pair discussion).

FIGURE 1. Average quiz scores across interteaching without pair discussion
(open squares) and interteaching with pair discussion (closed squares).
Copyright © Springer Publishing Company, LLC
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FIGURE 2. Average quiz scores for each participant across interteaching without pair
discussion (shaded bars) and with pair discussion (black bars) condition.
To investigate whether the difference on average performance with the pair discussion component
was statistically significantly different than their
performance when this component of interteaching
was not in place, a paired sample t test was computed, using the means of all students under both
conditions as scores. The difference was significant,
t25 5 4.56, p 5 .000126.
Finally, results of the social validity questionnaire administered at the end of the semester
(Table 1) indicated the majority of students preferred interteaching with pair discussion and also

indicated that they learned more during interteaching sessions with pair discussions condition than
without pair discussions.

DISCUSSION
This study is the first empirical investigation of interteaching in an online course format and only the
second investigation of interteaching in rehabilitation
education (Soldner et al., 2015). In addition, this study
is the first component analysis of the pair discussion

TABLE 1. Social Validity Data
Question

Percentage (Number) of Students

1. Did you prefer interteaching sessions with pair discussion,
without pair discussion, or no preference?
a. Pair discussion
b. Without pair discussion
c. No preference
2. Overall, did you feel you learned more during interteaching
sessions with pair discussions, without pair discussion, or no preference?
a. Pair discussion
b. Without pair discussion
c. No preference

56 (9)
19 (3)
25 (4)

75 (12)
12.5 (2)
12.5 (2)
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component of interteaching. Overall, the present
results provide support for the use of pair discussion
when interteaching is used in a distance rehabilitation
education format. There are several reasons why interteaching with pair discussion might be more effective.
First, by participating in pair discussion, students engage in active learning, a teaching style
shown to promote increased student learning (Yoder
& Hochevar, 2005). Second, pair discussion capitalizes on immediate social consequences from peers, a
factor shown to positively impact learning (Filipiak,
Rehfeldt, Heal, & Baker, 2010). Finally, pair discussion seems to increase interaction between individual students and the instructor, considering that the
role of the instructor during discussion is to traverse
the class, facilitating discussion and answering questions. These interactions allow instructors to deliver
additional reinforcers for desired behavior, subsequently further impacting learning (Saville et al.,
2006). As a result, considering the challenges of oneto-one interaction between students and instructor
in a synchronous or asynchronous online course format (e.g., limited or no nonverbal communication),
these interactions are particularly important aspects
of the online learning environment. Although results
indicate average quiz scores were higher when the
pair discussion contingency was in effect, these
results should be interpreted with caution given
some of the limitations of the study.
First, although each quiz was timed, because
of the online course format, all quizzes were “open
book,” thereby students were informed and encouraged by the instructor to use their assigned textbook, prep guide, and any other supplemental study
materials for successful completion of each quiz.
Therefore, it is possible that quiz performance was
not an accurate assessment of student learning. For
this reason, it is suggested that online instructors
use assessment approaches that will take into consideration the open-book nature of some exams. For
example, quizzes could employ more open-ended
and essay type questions that involve higher order,
critical thinking concepts and less emphasis on more
objective definitions and concepts. Furthermore, it
is recommended that additional methods of assessing the impact of interteaching in an online course
(i.e., other than exams) be used, such as the frequency

and quality of individual student or dyad discussion
posts immediately following a pair discussion.
Second, as is often the case with all types of
distance education, especially synchronous online
formats, technology challenges were often prevalent
during class time. In particular, and especially evident during interteaching sessions with pair discussion, both instructor and student internet connections
and subsequent discussions were often negatively
impacted by low bandwidth. In addition, during online
breakout sessions, if two or more individuals had their
microphone turned on, an echo was often heard by the
group, which disrupted discussion. Last, considering
the limitations on nonverbal communication via Adobe
Connect, at times, there was interrupted conversation
between individuals in individual online breakout
rooms. Therefore, it is suggested that both instructors
and students alike troubleshoot any technology challenges that may arise prior to the start of the course
and each individual class meeting. For example, the
instructor may provide students with a list of helpful
suggestions to avoid technology and communication
challenges in distance education formats.
Third, student demographic data for this study
was not collected. It would have been interesting
to determine correlations between the types of oncampus and off-campus distance learners and their
preference for pair discussion as well as its relationship to student learning and satisfaction.
Last, the quality points available to students
as part of this study was minimal (i.e., 7 total course
points and as part of the pair discussion component
only) in relation to the overall course point total and
was considered extra credit only. The decision to consider quality points as extra credit only was made
so as to not have the potential to negatively impact
individual student’s course grades and subsequently
increase any potential student anxiety regarding an
explicit cooperative contingency. According to Boyce
and Hineline (2002), however, quality points should
consist of approximately 8%–10% of student’s final
course grade. It would be interesting for future research
to determine if either or both a higher quality points
total and inclusion of quality points in the course point
total (i.e., not considered extra credit) would positively
impact student preparation and learning and also student preference for interteaching with pair discussion.
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An interesting anecdotal finding gleaned from
students’ record sheet submissions and final course
evaluations was that students indicated the pair discussion component of interteaching allowed them
additional, highly desirable professional development and networking opportunities with their fellow
classmates. Considering the predominantly online
nature of the graduate program in which these students were enrolled, and the teaching method of
other courses (e.g., traditional lecture), these opportunities were highly valued. This anecdotal finding
is consistent with the results of the social validity
questionnaire which indicated the majority of students preferred interteaching with pair discussion
and also indicated they learned more during interteaching sessions with pair discussions than without
pair discussions. Future research should directly
examine this potential benefit of pair discussions
and, consequently, interteaching.
Considering the limited research conducted to
date on the efficacy of interteaching in distance education settings, future interteaching studies should
be conducted in varied distance education formats,
including synchronous, asynchronous, and blended/
hybrid online formats to enhance generalization of
these results. Furthermore, considering the limited
empirical support to date on the impact of each individual component of interteaching, future researchers should continue to conduct component analyses
(e.g., pair discussion, quality points) to determine
which component of interteaching is having the most
impact on teacher effectiveness and student learning
and satisfaction. In addition, counterbalancing of
particular components should be used to rule out
potential confounds. Finally, direct and systematic
replications of interteaching procedures are needed
in both varied types of didactic and rehabilitation
education as well as other fields to provide further
evidence of the effectiveness of this teaching method.
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Appendix A
Sample Preparation Guide
PREPARATION GUIDE NO. 9
Pair discussion on: Wednesday, March 20th
Based on: Roessler & Rubin: Chapter 9, pp. 169–198
1. What is considered “placement services”? Why has there a shift from job development to employment
outcomes? According to Hagner and Cooney (2003) and others, what two endeavors must rehabilitation
counselors participate in to assure quality employment outcomes?
2. What is the supply- and demand-side model? What is the distinction between supply-side and demandside job placement? Why is this distinction needed? According to Salomone (1996), why was it necessary
to divide the supply-side model into counselor-centered and client-centered placement? What is the
significance of each type of placement?
3. What is exactly is the “timeless debate” regarding counselor involvement and assistance? What are the
two differing views of the debate? Discuss with your partner your own personal stance and what issues you
considered in your decision. Make sure to consider clients with severe disabilities in your consideration and
discussion.
4. According to the authors, why is it important for rehabilitation counselors to have knowledge of the
“local labor market” when performing job placement? What steps and/or resources might a rehabilitation
counselor use to become more knowledgeable of the local labor market?
5. What is meant by “tailoring” placement services? According to the authors, what are some example
disability/special populations that require tailored placement services? What is the significance of
employer cooperation when performing placement services?
6. According to the authors, three steps can be taken to prepare clients for job interviews. What are these
three steps? In particular, what are considered important client job interviewing skills? Discuss with your
partner steps you have taken to prepare clients for job interviews.
7. Historically, why might some rehabilitation counselors have considered job placement similar to “sales”?
According to the authors, has this trend changed? If so, why? Discuss with your partner your own
opinions on the importance of job placement in general.
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Appendix B
Sample Record Sheet
PAIR DISCUSSION RECORD SHEET
Preparation Guide No. ________

Date of discussion ________

Participants ______________________________
______________________________
Duration of discussion ____________ Sufficient time provided?
Quality of pair discussion (circle one)

1

2

3

poor

Yes
4
OK

No
5

6

7
superb

If “poor” or “superb,” what contributed to the quality?

Topics/questions that were difficult, and why were they difficult.

TOP THREE questions (if any) that you would like reviewed in the lecture.

Something interesting you learned in class today (you must list something).

List at least one reason why you are glad you came to Rehabilitation Services and Resources today.

Other comments and/or suggestions? Please give me feedback.

Copyright © Springer Publishing Company, LLC

RRPE31-4_PTR_A3_372-386.indd 384

11/30/17 12:12 PM

Interteaching in Rehabilitation Education Soldner et al. 385

Appendix C
Sample Quiz
Instructions: Please respond correctly to each true–false, multiple-choice, fill in the blank, and essay question.
Make sure to respond to essay questions in sufficient detail. You will have 45 minutes to complete this quiz.
This quiz is worth a total of 30 points.
1. Assessing client’s readiness for gainful employment is considered a Vocational Assessment job task.
TRUE   FALSE
2. The Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1954 helped to:
a. Increase the number of rehabilitation counseling in the USA
b. Professionalize the field of rehabilitation counseling
c. Increase government financial support for VR services
d. All of the above
3. Define and describe the “Futility Syndrome” in DETAIL. Also, describe the relevance and importance
of the futility syndrome for rehabilitation case management.

4. Rehabilitation counselors often experience burnout. Define and describe in detail burnout AND its
consequences for both rehabilitation counselors and the clients and agency they work for, AND describe
in your own words the three approaches to address stress and burnout discussed in Chapter 1.

5. According to Wright, Leahy, and Sharpson (1987), rehabilitation counselors considered it highly important to the client’s rehabilitation for counselors to be able to perform: ____________.

6. According to Fabian and Coppola (2001), describe in DETAIL the four core competency areas
and associated knowledge and skills needed by rehabilitation counselors when providing vocational
rehabilitation services to clients.
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7. The rehabilitation counseling profession began with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
TRUE   FALSE
8. Describe IN DETAIL and in your own words at least TWO consequences that the empowerment and
self-determination movement of the 1970s has had on rehabilitation counseling service delivery and/or
outcomes.

9. Leahy, Chan, Shaw, and Lui (1997) highlighted various knowledge items that received a relatively high
mean importance rating from five different case management knowledge domains. Discuss ONE knowledge item IN DETAIL and its implications for enhancing quality consumer outcomes.
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